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ABSTRACT 

During the spring of 1974* 2*048 employees at the 
■University of Illinois (976 at Urbana^Champaign* 490 at Chicago 
Circle, and 582 at Medical Center) were surveyed by mail and 
telephone to determine their degree of satisfaction with a number of 
job^related factors* Academic and nonacademic groups were 
represented. The results ^indicated that there are differences in the 
way the university* s employees feel about their job situations. There 
are also distinctions iirS&job satisfaction between academic and 
nonacademic empTdyees and within each of these groups* Employees as a 
whole are well satisfied with the following factors! the work itself; 
co-workers; the feeling of being liked* respected* and needed; the 
boss; opportunities to use and improve one's skills and training; 
opportunities to control how the job is done; availability of needed 
supporting services* supplies* and equipment; and job-related 
information received* The lowest level of satisfaction involved; 
opportunities for promotion and promotional advancement; prospects 
for a comfortable retirement; earnings and prospects for financial 
security; and chances of bringing about needed changes in one>s unit, 
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FOREWORD 

The U. of I. Employees Job Satisfaction Study was under the general 
direction ol" Dr. Sandra A, Warden, an American Council on Education adminis- 
trative intern cm leave from Michigan State University, who was attached to 
the Office of President Corbally as a visiting professor, When Dr. Warden 
completed her one year appointment late in Hay of 1974 s the data collection 
phase of the study still was in progress, This activity was completed by 
Survey Research Laboratory at the Urbana-Champaign Campus which had con- 
tracted to carry out the mail and telephone survey phases of the study. The 
present report has been prepared by the University Bureau of Institutional 
Research, a part of the University Office of Planning, Dr, Franklin L, 
Duff s Associate Director of the Bureau, was responsible for the writing of 
this report, 

G . J* Froehlich, Director 
UBXR 
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ABSTRACT 

During the Spring of 1974, 2,048 employees at the University —976 
at Urbana-Champaign, 490 at "Chicago Circle, and 582 at Medical Center — 
were surveyed, by mail and phone to determine their degree of satisfaction 
with a number of job-related factors. Nine groups of employees (four 
academic and five uonacademic) were represented in the sample, 

The results of the survey study indicated that there are differences, 
both University-wide and among the three campuses, in the way the University 
employees feel about their job situation* There also are distinctions 
in job satisfaction between academic and nonacademic employees and within 
each of these groups* 

The University's employees as a whole are well satisfied with the 
following factors: the work itself; the co-workers; the feeling of being 
liked, respected, and needed; the boss; the opportunity to use and improve 
one's skills and training; the opportunity to control how the job is done; 
the availability of needed supporting services, supplies, and equipment; 
and the job-related information received. The lowest level of satisfaction 
centers around the following factors: the opportunity for promotion 
and professional advancement; the prospects for a comfortable retirement; 
the earnings and prospects for financial security; and the chances of 
bringing about needed changes in one's unit* 



I . PROCEDURE 



The University of Illinois Employees Job Satisfaction Study was 
initiated in early November of 1973 at the request of President Corbally, 
Designed to survey the attitudes of University of Illinois employees 
toward their jobs, the study used a five-page questionnaire (see copy in 
Appendix A) containing questions in the following areas: 

(1) rating of a number of job-related factors compared to similar 
jobs in the field and to other jobs in the department; 

(2) rating of co-workers and the boss; 

(3) rating of adequacy of information received regarding employment 
at the University (retirement, insurance, fringe benefits, etc.); 

(4) preference for working at the U. of I* and in the kind of job 
currently held; 

(5) things that are best and least liked about working at the Univer- 
sity; and 

(6) things at the University that could be changed to make working 
conditions better. 

The questionnaire was distributed by mail—beginning on April 15, 

1974, at ur bana-Champa ign and on May 5, 1974, at Chicago Circle and the 

Medical Center— to a random sampling of University employees in each of 

the following nine employee groups : 

Academic Staff: I , Tenured Faculty 

2, Non=tenured Faculty 

3, Professionals 

4, Graduate Assistants 

Nonacademic Staff ; 5, Officials and Managers 

6. Professional and Technical 

7 . Office and Clerical 

8* Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled 

9, Service Workers 

The nine employee groups at each of the three campuses thus constituted 

27 strata. Following the mail part of the survey, a sample of about 25 

percent of the nonrespondents for each stratum was followed up by telephone. 



*It earlier had been decided to use the phone followup for those strata where 
the return rate from the mail survey was less than 70 percent. No stratum 
reached this rate, necessitating general use of the phone follow-up procedure. 
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The purpose of the sampling design was to provide a total response of 
at least 100 useable records for each stratum witfi the exception of the 
Skilled, Semi-skilled , and Unskilled workers (employee group 8) at each 
campus, for which the goal was a total response of at least 175 useable 
records, The higher requirement was set for the latter group because of 
the relatively highly heterogeneous nature of that group* 

The response criterion was met for all but three of the employee 
groups (strata) at the Urbana-Champaign Campus, these three being Tenured 
Faculty; Skilled* Semi-skilled,, and Unskilled; and Service Workers, (See 
Table 1. ) However 3 for none of these groups did the deficit appear to be 
particularly sizable* At Chicago Circle, five employee groups failed to 
meet the response criterion— Non-tenured Faculty; Graduate Assistants* 
Officials and Managers; Professional and Technical; and Office and Clerical, 
Moreover, the deficiency for each of these, excluding the Non-tenured Faculty 
and possibly the Professional and Technical groups, was rather marked, 
the response being no more than 50 percent of the desired goal* The situa- 
tion at Medical Center was even more disappointing * with no employee group 
reaching the response criterion* The serious deficits at that campus oc- 
curred for the following groups: Graduate Assistants; Officials and Managers; 
Professional and Technical; Office and Clerical; Skilled, Semi-skilled, and 
Unskilled; and Service Workers, None of those groups was able to achieve 
more than about half the desired response criterion* Thus the difficulty in 
realizing the response goal was most pronounced for the Graduate Assistants; 
Officials and Managers; Office and Clerical; Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Un- 
skilled; and Service Workers groups at the two Chicago campuses, 
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RESFiKSE PATTERN FOR UBIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS EHPLUYEKS M SATISFACTION .STUDY 



_ _ lovei- 

" ■■~"^'"Ac,^c57afL .. ~ " " ilJZL—JisiSi^kS^ ~Z IS. [ 

Cam (1) (?) ~ (3) (4) (5) (6) (?) (8) (9) 

Tenured Son* tenured Profes- Grad. Officials Prof, 5 Office t Skilled, Service 

Faculty Faculty sionaii Ant. 4 Managers Twin Clerical SuHkiUed, Workers 

Unskilled 



Urbdin-ChanpaigH 






















1 ' Q 


Vrj 




If } 


ID 4 


1 11 






1 f J 


Total So. of Response 


M 


122 


110 


103 


119 


112 


112 


131 


73 


(Hail) 


(87) 


(110) 


(98) 


(88) 


(110) 


(99) 


(100) 


(104) , 


(56) 


(Phone) 


( ?) 


( 12) 


(12) 


(15) 


( 9) 


(13) 


(12) 


(27) 


(17) 


ChlMJfl Circle 




















Silnplfi Size 


175 


W) 


173 


175 


68 


175 


175 


„! 


,.1 


Tot il No. df Expenses 


102 


94 


102 


30 


35 


W 


43 


J 




(toil) 


m 


(78) 


(87) 


(29) 


(28) 


m 


(32) 


.„i 


,.1 


(Fhone) 


(15) 


(16) 


(15) 


(21) 


! 7) 


(19) 


Ell) 


J 


J 


Medical Center 
















t 




Saaple Size 


173 


175 


ill 


175 


92 


175 


175 


175? 


Total :;o, of Responses 


32 


JE 


69 


45 


49 


34 


49 






(Hail) 


(77) 


(72) 


01) 


(28) 


(37) 


(41) 


(36) 


(72)2 


(26): 


(Phans) 


(15) 


(16) 


(12) 


(17) 


(12) 


(13) 


(13) 


(26) 2 


(12)' 



The sapling prtJCttdun failed tu Identify any employees in this group at Chieago Circle since such empioyeei acCuaLly ore part of tin Hedicil Center 
payroll. 

* The enployees in this group actually work at both Chicago catnpusiSi They are identified with Medical Center for record (payroll) purposes* 

Note, — Kone of the esployii groups at any cainpus net the 70 pircent return rate from the mail survey that would have precluded the need for a phoni followup 
of the nonrespondents. 

UB1R-FLD-9/6/74 



fj 



-3- 

The limited response rates from the mail request for certain of the 
strata served to emphasize the necessity for the telephone follow-up provision, 
the primary purpose of which was to permit an assessment of the extent of 
possible bias in the data collected via the mail survey, The data col- 
lected by mail and by phone were analyzed separately and appeared to be suf- 
ficiently similar to sustain the conclusion that the mail survey results in 
the aggregate were reasonably representative of the total sample. However , 
in order to adjust for any possible bias within the mail results, the 
telephone data were weighted by four (the phone interviews having been 
made on a 25 percent sample of the nonrespondents) and combined with the 
mail data in the final analyses of the survey results* 

Most of the questions in the questionnaire used a response scale con- 
sisting of two positive or favorable (e,g., "Very good" and "Good") and 
two negative or unfavorable (e.g s , "Poor" and "Very poor") responses, 
All discussion in this report of the results from such questions concerns 
only the two positive, or favorable, responses in combination (i.e. , the 
sum of the results .for the two positive responses) . This procedure no 
doubt has masked differences of degree in the results for any questions 
with greatly different distributions of responses (i*e, , one question with 
20 percent "Very good" and 30 percent "Good" responses and another with 40 
percent "Very good" and 10 percent "Good", both of which would be treated 
as having produced 50 percent favorable — "Very good" or "Good" — responses) , 
On the other hand, inclusion of the detailed data in the discussion would 
have made the report almost hopelessly complex, Furthermore, this more 
simplistic treatment of the results, it is felt, has served to provide a 



10 



generally accurate flavor of the results. 



The detailed distributions 



are presented in the tab las in Append Ik B for the ^ nnvenience of anyone 
who might wish to see them. 

The Employees Surveyed 

The sample of employees for whom useable records or questionnaires 
were received totaled 2048* distributed by campus as follows : Urbana- 
Champaign, 976; Chicago Circle, 490; Medical Center, 582. 

Eighty- two percent ( 1684) of the completed questionnaires resulted 

from the mail request, and the remaining eighteen percent (364) from the 

telephone interviews. 

Two thirds of the respondents were males. Their average (median) 

3 

age was about 38 years* One-half of the employees in the sample indi- 
cated that they had at some point had a similar job outside the University* 
Most of these persons (76 percent) had held such jobs for from one to three 
years* 

Three-fourths of the respondents had been employed at the University 
10 years or less, with an average (median) for the sample of about 5 years, 

A substantial minority of the sample of employees— 26 percent—stated 
that they were members of a professional or trade union, * 



'The possibility of weighting the responses (e.g. , double weighting extremely 
positive responses such as "Very good' 1 ) was dismissed because of the lack of 
inherent meaning in the resulting data and in the interest of expediting 
the preparation of the report* 

This and subsequent proportions reported are based on the sample resulting 
from having added the weighted telephone interviews to the mail survey 
responses * 
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II, RESULTS 



A * Rating of Job Compar ed Co Other Simil ar Jobs 

The first question in the* questionnaire asked the respondent to rate 
his job (on a scale of Very good. Good, Poor , Very poor), in comparison to 
similar jobs or to jobs in his field s on each of the following items or 
factors: 

a - Earnings 

b ♦ Prospects for financial security; 

c . Prospects for a comfortable retirement; 

d. Opportunities for promotion; 

e* Opportunities to use your skills and training; 
f» Opportunities to control how your job is done; 
g. Opportunities to make suggestions and influence decisions in 
your unit; 

h» Chances of bringing about needed changes in your unit, 
University-wid e and Campus Results, University-wide and for each of 
the three campuses individually, the items concerning opportunities to use 
one's skills and training (item e) » to control how the job is done (item f ) ? 
and to make suggestions and influence decisions in one's unit (item g) at- 
tracted the highest degree of positive reactions, each with "Good" or "Very 
good" responses from between 67 and 83 percent of the employees responding* 
At the other extremes opportunities for promotion (item d) were perceived 
least favorably, with only 37 percent positive ("Good" or "Very good") 
responses University-wide, and less than 50 percent at each campus* The 
remaining items in this question attracted between 54 and 58 percent 
favorable responses for the campuses combined* 

Campus Differences , That there were rather substantial inter-campus 
differences on the first question Is suggested by the campus medians for 
the percents of favorable responses for the eight items, which were 67 
percent for Medical Center 9 57 percent for Urbana-Champaign, and 53 percent 
for Chicago Circle. 

-5- 
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The Medical Center employees did in fact rather consistently evidence 
the highest degree of satisfaction among the three campuses, with the largest 
px-oportion of "Good" and "Very good" responses for seven of the eight items 
in this question. Moreover, for four of the seven—those dealing with earn- 
ings, financial security, comfortable retirements and promotion— the propor- 
tion of favorable , react ions by Medical Center employees indeed was markedly 
higher than that for one or both of the other two campuses. Never were the 
Medical Center employees decidedly below either of the other campuses in 
favorableness of- reaction. 

The Chicago Circle employees by contrast quite frequently—for five of 
the eight items — exhibited the lowest level of satisfaction of the three 
campuses- On three of these items"tne ones regarding earnings, financial 
security j and retirement— the differences were substantial* On no item 
was the percent of favorable responses for Chicago Circle employees markedly 
higher than those for both the other campuses* 

The employees at Urbana-Champaign produced the lowest percent of 
favorable responses on the item dealing with opportunities for promotion. 
Otherwise that campus 1 employees either were intermediate to the other 
two campuses or did not differ markedly from them* 

Ac ademic V s * Nona c ad em 1 c Emp 1 oyees . For five of the items in the 
first quest ion— those dealing with opportunities for promotion (item d) , 
use of skills and training (item e) , control of how the job is done (item f ) , 
making suggestions and influencing decisions in the unit (item g) , and chances 
of bringing about needed changes in the unit (item h)~the academic employees 
surveyed responded considerably more favorably than the nonacademic employees 
both University-wide and generally for the individual campuses f particularly 
l/rbana-Champaign and the Medical Center* 
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Only for the items concerning financial security and retirement 
(items b and c) did the nonacademic employees rather consistently evidence 
a more favorable reaction than the academic staff, although on both of 
these the differences at Urbana-Champaign were slight. 

The item on earnings (item a) produced a varied response pattern. ' There 
essentially were no differences between academic and nonacademic employees 
University-wide and at the Urbana-Champaign Campus in their response to this item, 
but differences did occur for the other two campuses. At the Medical Center the 
nonacademic staff responded more favorably then the academic staff to the item* 
The reverse occurred for Chicago Circle, with academic employees answering 
more favorably. The response for the two Chicago campuses, as will be evident 
later, probably would have been more alike had the Chicago Circle not been missing 
the Skilled , Semi-skilled, and Unskilled and the Service Workers groups. 

Differences Among Academic Employees , There were University-wide 
differences among the academic employee groups—Tenured Faculty; Non-tenured - 
Faculty; Professionals; and Graduate Assistants— in their reactions to the 
items in the first question in the questionnaire, 

The most consistently occurring such difference, which was exhibited 
on every item except the one on earnings, was a tendency for the Graduate 
Assistants to respond least favorably of the four employee groups. These 
were not altogether surprising differences, in view of the peculiar position 
of the Graduate Assistant within the academic staff* 

The only other instances of marked contrast among the academic staff 
centered on the Professional group. This group, as well as the Graduate 
Assistants s responded considerably more favorably to the item on earnings 
(item a) than did either the Tenured Faculty or Non-tenured Faculty groups, 
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It also produced more favorable responses than the Tenured or Non-tenured 
groups to the item dealing with opportunities to make suggestions and to 
influence decisions (item g) , Finally, the Professional group (along with 
Graduate Assistants) reacted much less favorably than the faculty groups 
to the item on opportunities for promotion (item d) . The latter difference 
:no doubt was partly a function of the tendency for members of the Profes- 
sional academic staff not to hold academic rank* 

The proportions of favorable responses ("Good" and "Very good") for 
the Tenured and the Non- tenured academic staff to the items in this 
section consistently were quite similar, 

Differences Among Nonacademic Employees . Substantial differences 
among the nonacademic employee groups—Officials and Managers; Professional 
and Technical; Office and Clerical; Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled; 
and Service Workers— occurred for every item in the first question. For 
the items on earnings, financial security, retirement, and the use of skills 
and training (items a, b, c, and e) , the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled 
group produced markedly larger proportions of positive ("Good 11 and "Very good 11 ) 
responses than the other groups, For the item concerning opportunities for 
promotion (item d) , the Office and Clerical group responded more favorably than 
the other groups, although none of the positive response percentages was high. 
On the item concerning opportunities to make suggestions and influence 
decisions (item g) , the Officials and Managers and the Professional and 
Technical groups both answered more favorably than did the other nonacademic 
employee groups. For the remaining two items— opportunities to control how 
the job is done .(item f) and chances of bringing about needed changes (item h) — 
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the Professional and Technical Group responded most: favorably* On the 
latter item the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled and the Service Workers 
groups were noticeably less satisfied than the other groups, 

B. Rating of Job-Related Factors Compared to Other Similar Jobs 

The second question in the questionnaire requested the responding 
employee to react to his job (on a scale of Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, 
Strongly disagree) in comparison to other similar jobs or to jobs in his 
field on each of the following job^related variables or characteristics; 

a. My workload here is about the same; 

b. I can advance professionally here; ^ 

c. I can improve my skills here; 

d. 1 have adequate opportunity for study or research in my field here; 

e. I can accomplish most of the things I want to here, 

f. The space and facilities I need to do a good job are available; 

g. The supplies and equipment I need to do a good job are available; 
h* The supporting services I need to do a good job are available. 

University-wide and Campus Results , University-wide and for each of 
the three campuses * the highest degree of positive reaction occurred for 
the three items dealing with the improvement of skills, availability of sup- 
plies and equipment, and availability of supporting services (items c, g, 
and h) , each of which elicited "Agree" or "Strongly agree" responses, from 
more than 70 percent of the participating employees, The smallest amount 
of general satisfaction among the eight items was exhibited for the item 
concerning the chance to advance professionally (item b) , with only 51 percent 
favorable (Agree or Strongly agree) responses University-wide and no more than 
63 percent such responses at any campus. For the remaining items, the propor- 
tion of positive reactions University-wide ranged between 60 and 70 percent* 

Campus Differences . Among the employees of the three campuses the dif- 
ferences in perception of workload (item a), chance to advance professionally 
(item c) , and opportunity to study or research in one's field (item d) were 
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smalls By contrast, for three of the other items — those on the availability 
of space and facilities (item £)* the availability of supplies and equipment 
(item g) , and the availability of supporting services (item h) — the Urbana- 
Champaign employees were markedly more satisfied than were the employees 
at one or both of the other two campuses. On the remaining two items—the 
chance to advance professionally (item b) and the chance to accomplish most 
of the things desired (item e)— the Medical Center employees responded sub^ 
stantially more favorably than those at Chicago Circle and /or Urbana - 
Champaign. 

For three of the eight items—Item b s item e, and item f— the 
employees at one of the campuses were decidedly less satisfied than the 
employees at the other two campuses* Regarding the chance for professional 
advancement (item b) , the Urbana-Champaign employees were least satisfied, 
On the item concerning the chance to accomplish desired things (item e) » the 
Chicago Circle employees exhibited the lowest level of satisfaction, The least 
satisfaction with the availability of space and facilities (item f ) , was 
reflected by the Medical Center respondents, 

The lack of a consistent pattern in the inter-campus differences 
for the second question is reflected further by the similarity of the 
campus medians for the eight item percents< — 71 percent for Urbana-Champaign 
and 69 percent for each of the other campuses. 

Academic Vs . Nonacademic Employees , Both Universi ty~wide and in ■general 
for the campuses individually , the academic employees displayed a more favor- 
able reaction than did the nonacademic employees to five of the eight items 
in the second question—those on advancement (item b) , skills improvement 
(item c) , opportunity for study or research (item d) f accomplishment of 
desired things (item e) , and availability of space and facilities (item f ) . 



17 



-11- 

Qnly for the item having to do with availability of supporting 
services (item h) did the nonacademic employees consistently respond 
more favorably* 

For the remaining two items—those on workload (item a) and avail- 
ability of supplies and equipment (item g) —there essentially was no dif- 
ference University-wide between the reactions of academic and nonacademic 
employees. However, in the case of item a, the academic employees at 
Chicago Circle responded markedly more favorably than did the nonacademic 
employees* 

Differences Among Academic Employees . There were differences among 
the academic employee groups— Tenured Faculty, Non-tenured Faculty, Pro- 
fessionals, and Graduate Assistants— in their responses to each of the 
eight items in the second question* 

the most frequently occurring difference was a tendency for the 
Graduate Assistants to react more favorably than the other academic groups* 
This happened on the four items dealing with opportunity, for study or re- 
search in one's field (item d) , availability of space and facilities (item f ) , 
availability of supplies and equipment (item g) , and availability of support- 
ing services (item h) . 

On two other items— the ones on workload (item a) and opportunity to 
accomplish desired things (item e)— the Professional employees reacted less 
favorably than the other three academic groups* 

For the item on chance for professional advancement (item b) , both the 
Tenured and Non-tenured Faculty reacted more positively (higher percent of 
"Agree" or "Strongly agree") than the other two groups. On the remaining item, 
on opportunity to improve skills (item c) , both the . Non-tenured Faculty and the 
Graduate Assistants responded more favorably than did either the Tenured Faculty 
or the Professional employees group. 

° 1 R 
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Differences Among Nonacademic Employees , Differences occurred among the 
nonacademic employees groups on each of the items in question 2 S 

Several employee groups displayed a tendency to react most favorably 
on one item. and least favorably on another. The Office and Clerical group, 
for eKample s responded most favorably of the nonacademic groups to the item 
on availability of supplies and equipment (item g) , but least favorably 
to the item on workload (item a)* Similarly, the Service Workers group 
reacted most positively to the availability of space and facilities (item f ) , 
but least favorably to the opportunity to improve skills (item c) * Again, 
the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled employee group responded most 
favorably of the nonacademic groups to the items on workload (item a) and 
opportunity to accomplish desired things (item e) , but least positively 
on the item dealing with opportunity to study or research in one's field 
(item d) . Those differences involved six of the items in the second 
question, 

For the two remaining items two employee groups clustered markedly 
above or below the other groups* On the item concerning the chance to 

advance professionally (item b) , the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled 

*■ 

and the Service Workers groups responded less favorably than did the other 
nonacademic groups* On the item having to do with availability of support- 
ing services (item h) , the Office and Clerical and .the Skilled, Semi-skilled, 
and Unskilled groups reacted more favorably than did the other groups* 
C , Rating of Job Compared to Different Jobs in Unit 

The third question in the questionnaire asked the employee to express his/ 
her feelings regarding the job (on a scale of Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, 
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Strongly disagree), in comparison to different jobs in his/her unit or department 
on each of the following job-related items; 

a. The importance of my job is well recognized; 

b. 1 get full credit for the work I do; 
^ c # I am proud of the work I do; 

* d. I like the work I do; 

i, 1 feel important here; 

f. I feel needed here; 

g, 1 feel liked here; 

h* I feel respected here, 

University-wide and Campus Results , The items in question 3 that drew . - • 
the most favorable reaction University-wide and for the campuses separately 
were item c (I am proud of the work I do), item d (I like the work I do) , and 
item g (I feel liked here) , the percent of "Agree 11 and "Strongly agree" 
responses to each of these items approximating or exceeding 90 in every 
instance* At the other extreme was item e (I feel important here) for 
which the proportion of employees reacting positively (responding "Agree" 
or "Strongly agree") was 68 percent University-wide and between 64 and 75 
percent for the campuses* For the o|her four items from 72 to 85 percent 
of the employees University-wide answered either "Agree" or "Strongly agree". 

Campus Differences . There was a decided tendency for the Medical 
Center employees to respond most favorably of the three campuses on 
question 3, this situation having occurred for seven of the eight items (all 
except item d) . For five of these items (items a f b, e, f , and h) the 
differences between the Medical Center results and those for one or both 
the other campuses were fairly substantial, The Chicago Circle employees 
just as frequently— on the same seven items—reacted least favorably. On 
five of these items (items a, b, e, f , and h) the proportions of positive 
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responses for Chicago Circle employees were markedly less than chose for 
the Urbana-Champaign and/or the Medical Center employees. The Urbana- 
Champaign employees more often than not were intermediate to the employees 
at the other two campuses* At no time were they considerably more satisfied 
than the other two campus 1 employees* 

The above inter-campus differences are mirrored by the medians of 
the item percent s for the three campuses — 85 percent for the Medical Center, 
81 percent for Urbana-Champaign, and 77 percent for Chicago Circle. 

For items c (I am proud of the work I do) and d (I like the work I 
do) , the differences among the three campuses were negligible. 

Academic Vs. Nonacademic Employees * There were no marked University- 
wide differences between academic and nonacademic employees on question 3. 
In fact, on most of the items the proportions of ^Agree" and "Strongly agree" 
responses were practically identical, 

Several more sizable differences did occur for individual campuses* 
On item a (The importance of my job is well recognized) the nonacademic employ 
ees at Chicago Circle responded somewhat more favorably than did the academic 
employees , whereas the reverse took place for the Medical Center employees. 
For item b (I get full credit for the work I do) the Medical Center academic 
staff indicated a higher degree of satisfaction than did the nonacademic 
staff *t On item e (I feel important here) more academic than nonacademic 
staff at Urbana-Champaign reacted favorably. Finally, the nonacademic 
employees at Chicago Circle responded more positively than the academic 
staff to item f (I feel needed here). 

Differences Among Academic Employees . The only noticeable difference 
University- wide among the four academic employee groups was a tendency for 
the Graduate Assistants to react less favorably than the other groups, 
This situation occurred for item a (The importance of my job is well 
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recognized), item d (I like the work I do), item e (I feel important here), 
item f (I feel needed here), and item h (I feel respected here). These are 
somewhat understandable reactions by the Graduate Assistants when viewed 
in the context of the role played by those employees and their relatively 
temporary nature. 

The other three academic employee groups were remarkably similar in 
their responses to the items in question 3* 

Differences, Among Nonacademic Employees. The most recurring differences 
among the five nonacademic employee groups concerned the Office and Clerical 
groups which responded least favorably of the employee groups on item c (I am 
proud of the work I do) f item d (I like the work I do) , and item e (I feel 
important here) , 

On item a (The importance of my job is well recognized) the Professional 
and Technical group reacted more positively than the other nonacademic groups * 
and on item f (I feel needed here) the same situation occurred for Service 
Workers* 

On the remaining items of question 3 (b, g, h) the nonacademic employee 
groups were quite similar in their responses. 
D* Rating of Co-workers 

Question 4 in the questionnaire called for a rating of the employee 1 s 
co-workers (on a scale of Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree) 
on each of the following traits i 

a. Intelligence; 

b . Friendliness ; 

c. Competence; 

d. Cooperation* 

University-wide and Campus Results * University-wide and at each of the 
three campuses s the employees surveyed responded very favorably regarding their 
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co-workers' intelligence and friendliness, in every case the relative 
frequency of "Agree" and "Strongly agree" reactions being in excess of 90 
percent. Co-workers were perceived only somewhat less favorably in terms 
of their competence and cooperation, with the proportions of positive 
responses ("Agree" or "Strongly agree") being near 90 percent University-wide 
and ranging from 83 to 92 percent for the campuses. 

Campus Differences , The Urbana^Champaign employees rated their co- 
workers more favorably than did those at the other campuses on each of the four 
traits, and' Chicago Circle's employees just as consistently perceived their 
co-workers least favorably. However, the inter-campus differences were of 
no great practical significance, the largest such difference being only 
9 percentage points (for item c on competence where ^the percents ranged 
from 92 for Urbana-Ghampaign to 83 for Chicago Circle) , 

Academic Va, Nonacademic Employees , The most pronounced University- 
wide differences between academic and nonacademic employees in their ratings 
of co-workers occurred for intelligence (item a) and competence (item c) , both 
of which produced somewhat higher proportions of favorable responses among the 
academic employees. While these differences were not large, they were repeated 
at each campus, being rather marked at Chicago Circle and Medical Center in 
the case of intelligence and at Chicago Circle for competence, 

Differences Among Academic Employees , The four academic employee groups- 
Tenured Faculty; Non-tenured Faculty; Professionals; and Graduate Assistants — 
did not differ materially in the extent to which they favorably rated their co- 
workers on intelligence, friendliness, competence, and cooperation. 

Differences Among Nonacademic Employees , The most marked difference 
among the nonacademic employee groups—Officials and Managers; Professional and 
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Technical; Office and Clerical; Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled; and 
Service Workers—was exhibited for competence (item c) 5 on which the 
Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled and the Service Workers groups rated 
co-workers somewhat more favorably than did the other groups. The dif- 
ferences among the ratings on the other traits were more modest, 
E, Rating o f Boss , 

Question 5 asked the responding employee to evaluate his boss (Chairman, 
Director, Supervisor, etc*) on each of the following qualities (on a scale 
from Strongly agree to Strongly disagree) : 

a* Honesty; 

b, Fairness; 

c . Competence; 
d« Cooperation, 

Unlvergity^wide and Campus Results . The highest rating given to the 

boss University-wide and for each campus was for honesty (item a), 91 percent 
Qf all employees surveyed agreeing or strongly agreeing that their boss 

was honest, The corresponding campus percent s for this item ranged from 87 
to 93, The lowest rating consistently was given for fairness (item b) for 
which the proportions of favorable ("Agree" or "Strongly agree") reactions 
were 84 percent University^wide and between 81 and 87 percent for the 
campuses* Thus , the ratings generally were quite high* 

Campus Differences , Although for each of the four qualities the Medical 
Center employees produced the highest proportion of favorable ratings and the 
Chicago Circle employees the lowest* the inter-campus differences generally 
were not large, 

Academic Vs* Nonacademic Employees , University-wide the ratings of the 
boss by academic and nonacademic employees were almost identical. There were, 
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however, several modest differences within the campuses, Academic employees 
at both Urbana-Charapaign and the Medical Center rated their bosses somewhat 
more favorably on fairness (item b) than did nonacademic employees, At 
Chicago Circle, supervisors were rated moderately more positively on compe- 
tence by nonacademic than by academic employees* Finally, a somewhat higher 
proportion of nonacademic employees at Chicago Circle and academic employees 
at Medical Center responded ''Agree" or "Strongly agree" on the item dealing 
with the cooperation of the boss* 

Differences Among Academic Employees * The Graduate Assistants con- 
sistently rated the boss more favorably than did the other three academic 
employee groups (Tenured Faculty; Non-tenured Faculty; and Professionals) . 
This difference was strongest on fairness (item b) and competence (item c) . 
The percents of positive responses ("Agree" or "Strongly agree") for the 
other academic groups were quite alike for each item,, 

Differences Among Nonacademic Employees * The differences among the 
nonacademic employee groups in f avorableness of the ratings of the boss were 
not striking* nor did/any one group consistently stand above or below "the 
others. 

F* Rating of Job Related Information 

Question 6 in the questionnaire requested the responding employee to 
rate (on a scale of Very adequate * Adequate, Inadequate, Very inadequate) job 
related information received from newsletters, bulletin boards, and bulletins 
If the information received was deemed to be inadequate, the employee was re- 
quested to suggest what additional information was desired* 

University-wide and Campus Results * University-wide 79 percent of the 
employees responding judged the job-related information received to be either 



-19- 

"Adequate 11 or u Very adequate 11 * A somewhat lower proportion of Chicago 
Circle employees (73 percent) than either Urbana^Ghampaign or Medical Center 
employees (83 and 80 percent respectively) felt that the information received 
was adequate or very adequate. 

For all campuses combined the most frequently mentioned suggestions 
concerning the information received were (1) to provide more information 
on insurance and retirement and (2) to improve the information already 
being received. These two points were made by 26 percent and 18 percent 
respectively of the employees who felt that the information received is 
not adequate. No other suggestion was noted by as many as 10 percent of 
these employees. 

Academic Vs, Nonacademic Employees * University-wide and for Chicago 
Circle the proportions of academic and nonacademic employees judging the 
job-related information received to be satisfactory ("Adequate 11 or "Very 
adequate 11 ) were essentially the same. However, for the other two campuses 
there were differences, with nonacademic employees somewhat more satisfied 
than academic employees at Urbana-Champaign and the reverse ' true at the 
Medical Center* 

Among the employees who had found the job-related information received 
to be inadequate s academic employees more often than nonacademic employees 
were concerned about the fact that they do not receive the information at 
all, while nonacademic employees more often than academic employees were 
critical of the fact that they do not receive information on time, (These 
comparisons were restricted to suggestions mentioned by at least 10 percent 
of the dissatisfied academic or nonacademic employees*) 
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Differences Among Academic Employees, The Graduate Assistants were 
noticeably less satisfied with the adequacy of the information received about 
the job and reLated matters (70 percent "Adequate" or "Very adequate" responses) 
than were Tenured Faculty, Non-tenured Faculty, or Professionals (83, 80, and 
74 percent respectively) , 

Differences Among Nonacademic Employees * Among nonacademic employees , 
the smallest percent of satisfied responses ("Adequate" or "Very Adequate' 1 ) 
to the item on the adequacy of job-related information received (74 percent) 
occurred for Service Workers. The percentage of satisfied responses for 
the other Donacademic groups ranged from 77 percent for Officials and 
Managers to 85 percent for Skilled, Semi-skilled and Unskilled employees* 
G. P reference for Working at U, of L and /or In Same Kindgf Job 

Question 7 asked the participating employee to indicate whether he 
would, prefer to work at the University of Illinois or elsewhere and whether 
he would prefer to work on the same or a different kind of job, 

University-wide and Campus Results , Overall, 70 percent of the 
employees responding indicated that they would prefer to work at the 
University and the same percentage stated that they would prefer to work 
in the same kind of job they now have. 

Substantially fewer of the Chicago Circle employees (56 percent) than 
those at Urbana Champaign (72 percent) or Medical Center (78 percent) would 
prefer working at the U. of I. However, the proportions at the three 
campuses who would want to continue in the same kind of job were very 
similar, ranging from 68 percent for Urbana=Chatnpaign to 72 percent at 
Medical Center. 

Academic Vs. Nonacademic Employees , University-wide considerably more 
nonacademic than academic employees (78 percent compared to 62 percent) would 
prefer to work at the University than elsewhere. This same pattern followed 
O for each of the thrt*e campuses. rir - 
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University-wide and for each campus, the academic employees more 
frequently than the nonacademic employees indicated that they would like the 
kind of job they now have. For the three campuses combined, the proportions 
were 74 percent for academic and 67 percent for nonacademic staff. 

Differences toons Academic Employees , There were differences among 
the academic employee groups on both parts of question 7. 

Concerning preferred place of employment, preference for working 
at the University was indicated relatively more frequently by- the Professional 
employee group (70 percent) than for any of the other three groups (60 for 
both Tenured and Non-tenured Faculty and 57 for Graduate Assistants). 

Regarding preferred type of employment. Tenured Faculty more often 
(89 percent) than the other groups (81 percent for Non-tenured Faculty, 75 
percent for Professionals, and 46 percent for Graduate Assistants) stated 
a preference for continuing in the kind of job now held. 

Differences Among Nonacademic Employees, Differences occurred among 
the nonacademic employee groups on both parts of question 7, 

The Professional and Technical and the Office and Clerical groups 
least often (71 and 68 percent of the time respectively) of the nonacademic 
groups indicated a preference for working at the University, The corre- 
sponding valv<_- ->r the other groups ranged between 80 and 87 percent* 

The Of f i ials and Managers and the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled 
groups substantially more frequently (75 and 83 percent of the time respec- 
tively) than tY other groups (48 percent for Service Workers to 63 percent 
for Professions and Technical) stated a preference for the kinds of jobs 
they have* 



H. Things L iked Bast About Working at the Un iversity 

The eighth substantive question in the questionnaire (actually 
question 16) * asked the employee to indicate the three things liked best 
about working at the University of Illinois, The question was otherwise 
unstructured* Since the unstructured format of the question led to some- 
what differing responses by the academic and nonacademic employees, the 
results have not been combined for all employees* 

For the University as a whole the academic employees responding to 
the questionnaire cited the following factors most frequently as those 
they like best about working at the University t 

Type of Work (interesting, varied , 
challenging, responsible; freedom 

to pursue interests) 49 percent 

Colleagues (friendly, cooperatives 

stimulating) . 28 percent 

Geographic or Physical Surroundings 
(atmosphere; cultural / recrea- 
tional opportunities s location) 28 percent 

Working Conditions (general condi- 
tions; flexibility regarding when 

or how work done; work load) * * 24 percent 

Distinction of University. , . . 24 percent 

Physical Facilities (including library)* . * 24 percent 
"Type of work" was by far the first choice at each of the campuses* 
There were some campus variations in the order of the other factors, but 
the University-wide pattern followed generally at each campus * with the 
exception of the fact that ''Physical Facilities'' were not cited among the 

^ Questions 8 thru 15 in the questionnaire concern the identification or 
description of the respondent on variables such as sex and age. 
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top six factors by either the Medical Center or Chicago Circle academic 

employees, having been edged by Opportunity for Personal and Professional 

Growth" at the former campus and by "Students 11 at the latter campus, 

Among the Nonacademic employees the following factors were listed 

most often University-wide as those best liked about working at the 

University: 

Fringe Benefits (insurance and 
medical; vacation, holiday $ and 

sick leave; retirement) • . 68 percent 

Working Conditions (general conditions; 
flexibility regarding hours or duties; 
satisfactory supervision) , - . . 45 percent 

Co-Workers (congenial, cooperative) # * * • . 28 percent 

Job Security (steady work) , , s 27 percent 

Type of Work (interesting^ varied, 

challenging, responsible) * , , 20 percent 

These also were the top factors listed by Urbana-Champaign and Medical 
Center employees, although the order beyond the first two factors was not 
identical p At Chicago Circle, all but "Job Security 11 and "Type of Work" 
were among the five most often mentioned factors. These two factors were 
exceeded by "Academic Atmosphere" and "Opportunity for Education and Training", 
These differences for Chicago Circle nonacademic employees could have re= 
suited from the absence of the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled and 
the Service Workers from that campus' sample s 
I* Things Liked Least About Working at the University 

The next question requested the respondent to list the three things 
liked least about working at the University* This question was as unstructured 
as the question concerning things liked. 
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University-wide the factors most often mentioned as least liked 
by the academic employees were as follows: 

Salary (level; distribution) . . . 32 percent 

Administration (quality; approach) . ... 23 percunt 

Bureaucratic Red Tape * 18 percent 

Physical Location and Surroundings , ... 16 percent 

Physical Facilities, , . . , . 14 percent 

'•Salary" also was 'cited most often by academic employees at both-Urbana 
and Medical Center, At Chicago Circle this concern was exceeded by "Adminis- 
tration" as the least liked factor, The only factors, of the five listed 
above, not among the top five at all three campuses were "Physical Location 
and Surroundings 11 , missing at Chicago Circle f and "Physical Facilities" , 
not included at Urbana=Champaign, 

The factors least liked University^wide by nonacademic employees were 
the following i 

Salary (level; distribution) , . 37 percent 

Supervision (quality), . , - 15 percent 

Opportunity for Advancement 15 percent 

Bureaucratic Red Tape, . 13 percent 

Physical Facilities 12 percent 

"Salary" likewise was the least liked factor among nonacademic staff at each 
campus, *There were, however, some shifts among the campuses from the 

University-wide picture for several of the other factors. For examples 

"Physical Facilities" was among the top five factors only at the Medical 

Center. On the other hand, "Opportunity for Advancement" was not cited 
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frequently enough by Medical Center nonacademic employees to make the first 
five, Finally, factors listed at individual campuses, but which were not 
mentioned enough at other campuses to be in the top five University-wide 
were "Location and Neighborhood" at Medical Center and "Departmental 
Politics or Favoritism" at Chicago Circle , 

J, Things That Could Be Changed to Improve Working-Conditions 

The final question in the questionnaire asked the responding employee 
to list the three most important things that could be changed to make 
working at the University of Illinois better. 

University-wide the academic employees in the sample suggested the 
following things most frequently: 

Improved Salaries, ^ . . . , ... 36 percent 

Improved Facilities, 25 percent 

Improved Administration, ..... 22 percent 

Improved Fringe Benefits 13 percent 

Improved Budgets 11 percent 

"Improved Saiaries t, was cited most frequently by academic employees 
at Urbana-Champaign and Medical Center, At Chicago Circle, however, it 
was replaced by "Improved Administration 1 * as the most often suggested 
improvement. The only instances wherein the campuses failed to include 
the above five items as the top five occurred at the Chicago Circle and 
Medical Center campuses. At Chicago Circle "Increased Cooperation and 
Communication" replaced "Improved Fringe Benefits" in the top five, 
while at Medical Center "Increased Cooperation and Communication" replaced 
"Improved Budgets 11 , 



-26- 

The nonacademic employees as a group mentioned the following Items 
most often as things that could be changed to improve working conditions 
at the University! 

Improved Salaries .36 percent 

Improved Supervision, , , , , 28 percent 

Improved Fringe Benefits , # . , 17 percent 

Reduced Bureaucratic Red Tape 15 percent 

Improved Facilities , » 15 percent 

"Improved Salaries fl was also the item most frequently listed by non^ 

academic employees at each of the three campuses. In fact, the only campus 
deviations from the items cited most often University-wide took place at 
Urbana-Champa ign where "Increased Opportunity for Advancement" replaced 
"Improved Facilities" and at Chicago Circle where the same item kept "Im- 
proved Fringe Benefits" out of the top five items* 

The lists of items suggested by academic and nonacademic employees 
are quite similar. Not only does "Improved Salaries" head each list, but 
three other items are common to both lists* Only "Improved Budgets" and 
"Reduced Bureaucratic Red Tape" are unique to one of the lists, the former 
having been mentioned only by academic and the latter by nonacademic 
employees . 



33 



III. CONCLUSIONS * LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

There are differences, both University-wide and among the 
three campuses , in the way the University's employees feel about their 
job situation. Moreover, .there are distinctions between academic and non- 
academic employees and within each of these groups, 

University-wide, the University's academic and nonacademic employees 
as a whole are well satisfied with the following job^related factors or 
circumstances, each item having been responded to favorably by at least 
three^f ourths of the employees surveyed, with the percentages often approaching 
or exceeding ninety percent! 

(1) The work itself "pride in and liking for one's work; 

(2) Co-workers—their friendliness, intelligence, competence, and 
cooperation ; 

(3) Feeling of being liked, respected, and needed; 

(4) The boss— his/her honesty t competence, cooperation, and fairness; 

(5) Opportunity to use and to improve one's skills and training; 

(6) Opportunity to control how the job is done; 

(7) Availability of needed supporting services, supplies, and equipment; 

(8) The job^related information received, 

The lowest relative level of satisfaction among University employees as a 
group apparently centers around the following job=related factors or 
circumstances ^ each item having been responded to unfavorably by more than 
40 percent of the employees included in the study i 

(1) Opportunity for promotion and professional advancement; 

(2) Prospects for a comfortable retirement; 

(3) Earnings and prospects for financial security; 

(4) Chances of bringing about needed changes in one's unit. 

Where inter-campus differences in level of satisfaction exist, and the 
survey findings suggest that such differences are rather general, the tendency 
is for the Medical Center employees to be most satisfied and the Chicago 
Circle employees least satisfied, with the Urbana-Champaign employees inter- 
mediate to the other two, 
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This higher overall degree of dissatisfaction on the part of Chicago Circle 
employees is substantiated by the fact that relatively fewer employees 
at that campus, compared to the employees at the other campuses, would prefer 
to continue working at the University* 

There is no consistent distinction between academic and nonacademic 
employees in their degree of job satisfaction- On some factors the academic 
staff are somewhat more satisfied while on others the reverse is true* 

Academic employees collectively appear to be more satisfied than non^ 
academic employees on factors such as the opportunities (1) for promotion 
and professional advancement, (2) to use and to improve one's skills and 
training, (3) to control how the job is done, (4) to bring about needed changes 
in one's unit, (5) to study or research in one's field, and (6) to accomplish 
desired things* Academic staff, moreover, are more inclined to be favorably 
impressed by the distinction or imminence of the University, by its physical 
facilities, and by the academic atmosphere and surroundings, 

Nonacademic employees as a group seem to be more satisfied than academic 
employees concerning such variables as (1) prospects for financial and job 
security* (2) prospects for a comfortable retirements and (3) the fringe 
benefits* These factors are related more to the conditions of employment 
with the University than to the work itself, which is consistent with the fact 
that nonacademic employees are noticeably more inclined than academic staff 
to indicate a preference for working at the University, but are somewhat less 
predisposed than academics to working in the same kind of job they now hold* 

Academic and nonacademic employees apparently are strikingly in agreement 
regarding what could be changed to improve working conditions at the 
University* Both moat frequently cite salaries as the item most in 
need of improvement, 
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There are University^wide differences among both academic and non= 
academic employees in degree of satisfaction with employment at the University, 
The most consistent difference within the academic employees is a tendency for 
Graduate Assistants to be less satisfied than other academic staff, and 
even this tendency is reversed for some aspects of the employment situation* 
Among the nonacademic staff, the most pronounced tendency is for 
Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled employees to exhibit the highest 
level of satisfaction, but this trend occurs for less than half the job- 
related variables included in the study. 

Limitations * The results and the conclusions reached do not pertain 
to individual colleges, schools or departments* Accordingly, they should 
not be applied to any particular units* 

The findings and the conclusions are based on a questionnaire survey and 
therefore are limited to the extent that the. reactions of the employees 
sampled represent their true feelings* 

Recommendations ■ The results of the U. of L Employees Job Satisfaction 
Study provide one measure of .the job satisfaction of University employees, 
It is recommended that the findings serve as a basis for further consideration 
of f areas of possible satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the employment 
situation at the University, 
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April, 1974 



To University Staff and Faculty Addressed: 

I have asked for a survey of your opinions about your working situation at 
the University of Illinois, It is my hope that in this way I can identify 
ways in which I might take active steps to assure your employment here is 
pleasant and productive, It is of deep concern to me that you find working 
for this University a good experience, 

Perhaps none of us is ever completely satisfied with all of the aspects of 
our employment no matter what we do or how many resources are available. 
But in times of limited resources it is especially important that whatever 
is available be used to best advantage, Sometimes relatively small changes 
can bring about relatively large improvements. The survey will assist me 
in deciding the appropriate priorities to be given in support of the sev- 
eral aspects of your employment here. 

The Survey Research Laboratory is collecting the data for me. Or, Sandra 
Warden, a visiting professor here this year as an American Council on 
Education administrative intern, is directing the study. If you have 
questions regarding the study, she may be reached on the Urbana campus at 
133 Davenport House, 333-6486, 

A sample of persons from each major group of academic and nonacademie em- 
ployees has been selected for participation in the study, Since it is 
possible to sample the opinions of only a small percentage of those employed 
at the University of Illinois, your response is especially important* Your 
individual responses - will be kept strictly confidential. In the report 
which will be shown to me, your responses will be combined with other em- 
ployees' responses in computer tabulations, I need your cooperation to make 
these tabulations significant. 

After filling out the questionnaire, please return it promptly to the Survey 
Research Laboratory in the enclosed envelope, If possible, return it by 
Campus Mail, If this is not convenient, return it by U,S, Mail, 

Thank you for your help. 



Cordially, 



JEC:bf 
Enclosures 
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Survey Research Laboratory 
University of Illinois 



U, of I, Employees Job Satisfaction Study 



OFFICE USE ONLY 
Quest, # 
Study » 191 



1^5 

9*10 
11-13 
1 k 
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Below are a series of statements asking you to compare various aspects of your job at 
the University of Illinois to other jobs in your field. Please read each statement and 
circle the number to the right that best represents your opinion. 



Very 
good 



Good 



Poor 



Very 
poor 



1, Compared to other jobs like yours or in your 
field; how would you rate . , . 



a . 


Your earnings? . , 




. 1 


2 


3 


4 


IB 


b. 


Your prospects for 


financial security? * * * 


. 1 


2 


3 


4 


19 


c , 


Your prospects for 


a comfortable retirement? 


. 1 


2 


3 


4 


20 


d. 


Your opportunities 


for promotion? , * . , 


. 1 


2 


3 


4 


a i 


e , 


Your opportunities 
and training? 


to use your skills 


1 


2 


3 


4 


22 


f. 


Your opportunities 


to control how your 


1 


2 


3 


4 


23 


g- 


Your opportunities to make suggestions and 
influence decisions in your unit? . . , , 


1, 


2 


3 


4 


2k 


h, 


Your chances of bringing about needed 

changes in your unit? 


1 


2 


3 


4 


as 
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Strongly Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree disagree 

2, Compared to other jobs like mine or 
in my field . , , 



a. 


My workload here is about the same . 


. . . 1 


2 


3 


4 


26 


b. 


I can advance professionally here 


... 1 


2 


3 


4 


27 


c. 


I can improve my skills here . . . . 


... 1 


2 


3 


4 


2B 


d. 


I have adequate opportunity for study 
or research in my field here . * . 


... 1 


2 


3 


4 


29 


e. 


I can accomplish most of the 

^ n 1 Tlff^ T 1 »/ *~1 'n "t~ t~ r\ n r» TP 

1 VV < A 1 1 L Lw litis . * * * 4 . 


i 

... i 




■z 
o 


A 
4 


30 


f. 


The space and facilities I need 

L vj KJ. \_/ & tfUUU J UU dl W avdAiEiUlC • . 


i 

* * * A 


n 


% 
o 


4 

4 


3 1 




The supplies and equipment I need 
to do a good job are available . , 


. , . 1 


2 


3 


4 


32 


h. 


The supporting services (such as J 
campus mail j motor pools paging 
service^ clerical service) I need 
to do a good job are available . . 


, , . 1 


2 


3 


4 
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Strongly 

agree 


Agree 


Disagree 


Strongly 
disagree 




Compared to different jobs in my unit 
or department . t t 












a. 


The importance of my job is well 
recognized ...... 


. . . 1 


2 


3 


4 


- 3** 


b. 


I get full credit for the work I do 


. . i 


2 


3 


4 


3 S 


c . 


I am proud of the work I do .... 


. . . l 


2 


3 


4 


36 


d. 


I like the work I do 


, , , i 


2 


3 


4 


37 


e. 


I feel important here 


, , . i 


2 


3 


4 


36 


f. 


I feel needed here ......... 


. . . 1 


2 


3 


4 


39 


r* 


I feel liked here , 


. . . i 


2 


3 


4 


HQ 


h, 


I feel respected here 


, . . l 


2 


3 


4 


m 



40 
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4;-' Most of my co-workers here are * 

a. Intelligent 

b. Friendly , . 

c. Competent 

d . Cooperative . , . . . . . , 



5. My boss ( Chairman ^ Director^ Supervisor 3 
etc, ) here is , . . 

4 a, Honest ............... 

b. Fair ,.»»...,..,*..,•* 

e. Competent ...... 

d. Cooperative . . 



Strongly Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree disagree 



* 1 

. . 1 

. , 1 

. . 1 



2 
2 
2 
2 



3 
5 
3 
3 



4 
4 



Strongly Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree disagree 



. 1 
. 1 
. 1 
, 1 



2 
2 
2 
2 



3 
J 
3 
3 



4 

4 



1*2 

4 3 

k s 



H S 



6a. Employees at the University of Illinois receive information about things related to 
* their jobs, such as retirement, civil service policy, insurance, and fringe benefits , 
In general , do you think that the information you receive from newsletters, bulletin 
boards, and bulletins is . . • j 



Very adequate, (Skip to Q? 7) . . 1 

Adequate, (Skip to Q.7) , . . . 2 

Inadequate, . . > • # 3 

Very inadequate? - . 4 



fjf inadequate or very inadequate) 

b. What additional information would you like to receive? 



so 



s 1 p %% 



?a ( If you really had a choice, would you prefer to work at the University of Illinois 
or somewhere else? 



University of Illinois 
Somewhere else # . 
Wouldn't work , , , . 



1 S3 

2 

3 



Mwta Jb, If you really had a choice, would you prefer the same kind of job you now have 

or a different kind of job? 

Same kind of job 1 g** 

Different kind of job 2 

, . 41 
ERIC 



Wouldn't work 



• t i ■ ■ ■ 3 



0 

ERIC 



-4- 

• i 

I ■ 

8a, Have you ever had a similar job anywhere outside the University of Illinois? 

Yes 1 is 

No (Skip to Q.9) , . " . , . 2 

b. In total j how many years have you worked in similar jobs outside the University? 

years sssS? 

9. How many years have you worked at the University of Illinois? 

years se^ss 

10. Are you a student at the University of Illinois? 

Yes, full-time * ... 1 so 
" ■ Yes, .part-time , . . . 2 

No . \ 3 

11. If married, is your spouse a student at the University? 

Yes, full-time '. . * 1 si 

Yes, part-time 2 

No 3 

\ No spouse (Skip to Q* 13) . 0 

12. Is your spouse also employed at the University of Illinois? 

Yes .«.'.' 1 62 
No 2 

13* Are you a member of a professional or trade union? 
* < Yes .- . • . 1 6 3 

' No 2 

14. What is your age? ____ years i^jSi 

15. What is your sex? 

Male .... 1 66 
Female ... 2 

so 1 1 

42 ' 



-5- 



16, What are the three things you like best about working at the University of 
Illinois? 

a* . 
b, 



17* What are the three things you like least about working at the University of 
Illinois? 

a , 



b. 



18, What are the three most important things that could be changed to make working 
at the University of Illinois better? 

a, ; 



Please return the questionnaire in the 
enclosed self-addressed envelope. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 
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TABLE 2 

U, OF I. QJPLOYEES JOB SATISFACTira STUD? 
QU1STION Is ACADEMIC VS, NQNAGADEKIC MKS 1Y CAHFD5 

(data mmm as mmi) 



L Ceipirid to ether jobi like 
yours or ia your field, how 
would you rata, . . 



Your iirningi? 



b« Your proipecti for 
finaneial iieurityl 



c. Vsuf pfpipieto for a 
eosfortibh ratlfisaat? 



Your cpportunitiei 
for promotion? 



i, Your Qppor tuaitiii to 
uii your ikilli arid 
training! 

I* Your oppertunitiis to 
control how your 
job ii done! 

g. Your opportunitlii to 
maki §ui§a§tlOBi and 
Influence decisions In 
your unit? 



about niedid chasgii 
in your unit? 



Very firy 
^ood Good Poor poor_ 



Chicago Circle... 
Vary " Very 
good Good Poor p_og r_ 



Hsdieal Esater 



JPalveaiEy-vldfe 



Vity Yir 
good tod Foot poor 



Very Vity 
good tod Igor poor 



Acidemie 


i 

a 


51 


38 


5 


k 


El 

H 


11 

32 


13 


a 

8 


9? 




7 
i 


f, 

y 


51 


35 


s 




6 


50 


37 


7 


5 


35 


49 


11 


10 


63 


25 


2 


' 7 


52 


35 


6 


Total 


6 


51 


37 


6 


5 


46 


37 


12 


9 


57 


30 


4 


2 


51 


35 


7. 


Acideiic 


7 


49 


37 


7 


2 


l i 


40 


1/ 


B 




a 


i 
3 


£ 


47 


37 


10 


Konscidiinic 


6 


52 


35 


7 


8 


52 


32 


8 


12 


63 


22 


3 


8 


56 


30 


6 


Total 


'6 


51 


3S 


7 


4 


45 


37 


14 


11 


57 


28 


4 


7 


51 


34 


a 


Academic 


7 


48 


34 


U 


4 


33 


36 


27 


8 


48 


37 


7 


6 


43 


36 


15 


Nonicadiffiic 


8 


48 


36 


8 


8 


43 


38 


11 


15 


53 


27 


5 


11 


49 


,33 


7 


Total 


8 


43 


35 


9 


3 


36 


37 


22 


12 


51 


32 


6 


8 


46 


35 


11 


Acadimic 


6 


33 


46 


15 


4 


39 


32 


25 ■ 


. 11 


43 


37 


9 


7 


38 


38 


17 


NoniQadeaie 


I 


19 


4B 


31 


3 


32 


37 


28 


7 


33 


42 


18 


4 


26 


44 


26 


Total 


4 


25 


46 


25 


4 


37 


33 


26 


9 


38 


39 


14 


5 


32 


41 


22 


Academic 


37 


52 


9 


2 


30 


55 


13 


2 


43 


48 


7 


2 


36 


52 


10 


2 


Nonicideiie 


U 


61 


19 


6 


23 


55 


16 


6 


23 


53 


18 


6 


18 


58 


18 


6 


Total 


24 


57 


15 


4 


28 


55 


14 


3 


33 


51 


12 


4 


21 


54 


14 


4 


Acadisiic 


34 


51 


12 


3 


34 


49 


12 


5 


i 

36 


47 


14 


3 


35 


49 


12 


4 
7 


Nonacadeaie 


18 


55 


19 


8 . 


22 


60 


13 


5 


22 


54 


18 


6 


20 


55 


18 


Total 


25 


S3 ■ 


16 


6 


30 


,53 


12 


5 


28 


51 


16 


5, 


27 


32 


15 


6 


Acadiiio 


32 


47 


16 


5 


24 


42 < 


23 


11 


38 


40 


1? 


5 


31 


43 


18 


8 


NonicidiBiie 


12 


49 


27 


12 


17 


51 


26 


6 


23 


50 


21 


6 


17 


49 


25 


9 


Total 


21 


48 


22 


9 


22 


45 


24 


9 


30 


45 


19 


6 


24 


46 


22 


8 


Aoadeik 


IB 


50 


24. 


8 


13 


3? 


33 


15 * 


21 


44 


28 


7 


17 


44 


29 


10 


Nonaealiiie 


9 


37 


38 


16 


13 


44 


25 


18 


- u 


32 


43 


11 


11 


37 


37 


15 
12 


Total 


13 


42 


32 


13 


13 


41 


30 


16 


17 


38 


36 


9 


14 


41 


33 
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TABLE 3 

U. OF I, OffWflES JOB SATISFA0TIOH ITUD! 
qUESTlOH 1: ACADMC WWW GBOUPS WttWOtWl 
(DATA EXPRESSED AS FEICKTS) 



1. Goiparid to other jobs like yours 
or in your field, how would you 



rati. • i 



a. Your earnings? 

b, Your prospects for financial 



Tenured Faculty 

Very Very 
good Good Foot poor 



c, Your prospects for a 
eoifsrtahle riciteiiatl 

d, Your opportunltlis for proietion! 

§, Your opportunities to use your 
ikills ud training? 

f . Your opportunities to control 
how your job is done? 

g. Your opportunities to lake 
suggestions and influence 
decisions in your unit? 

h. Your chances of bringing about 
needed changes in your unit? 



5 47 40 8 
8 SI 38 3 



8 43 



9 



13 4? 24 IS 

42 45 10 3 

40 46 10 4 

35 41 16 8 



2 46 40 12 
4 50 35 11 



7 51 31 11 

4.3 48 7 2 



6 58 31 5 
5 50 34 U 



3 26 56 15 
31 58 10 1 



Acadesife toloyee Group ... 

Hon- tenured Faculty^ Frofeisionsli Graduate A§iiitaats__ 

Vsry " " ~ " Very Viry Very Very "Very 

good Good feor poor good good foor poor good Sood fwr_ggor_ 



13 51 28 8 



7 33 44 16 



6 49 30 15 7 43 39 11 2 33 33 32 



3 24 43 30 
29 56 13 2 



jg si 8 3 31 50 15 4 ! 28 48 19 S 



36 38 19' 7 33 48 14 3 If ' 47 25 9 



23 38 27 12 17 46 26 11 19 48 26 7 9 45 35 11 



47 



48 



1 TABLE 4 
Dt OP I. EHPLOYEIji JOB SATISFACTION SNDT 
QUISTIffl It HOHACAOEHia WW®$ GE0UFS ilvlMlMmi 
(DATA miBSSED AS mCHH) * 



jjopicsdeMie fttployee Grbii 



, , AMJ , , .. Irofiesionil SWlled, Seni-Skllled, 

Officials and Kaaagjfi aad Technical Office and Clerical UniMlld Service ferfen 

ftrj fery Very Vsiy Very — 7ify Viry ■ y iry Vi jy y ir? 

■ r — good Good Fosr poor good good Poor poor good Good Poor poor good feed foot poor toed Good Poor, poor 

1. Goapartd to other jobi 
like yours or in your 
field, how would you 
race » . . , 

a, Tour einings? 4 48 44 4 8 44 41 7 4 48 37 11 13 60 22 5 4 64 31 .1 
hi Your preipieii far 

facial security? 4 60 29 7 10 55 29 6 7 46 35 12 13 65 21 1 2 52 44 2 

Ci Your preipieti for . < 

eoifoftrtie retire- 

mtl 11 » 30 7 8 49 36 7 j 42 34 15 16 55 27 2 7 42 4S 6 

d« Jour pppprtunltiis 

forpraottaf 2 21 52 25 2 25 44 29 11 32 36 21 2 25 43 25 4 27 37 32 

ii Tour epportwiitiii 
£s uie yeur ikllli 

ttdtftlnioi? 16 SO 20 4 22 S3 19 | 22 49 19 10 19 66 12 3 12 58 22 i 

fi Your opportunities ,! 

to mttol how your ,■ 

91 AO U £ tSL fl 1A "» ,„ , .„ =. . ' 



job ii doni! 21 49 24 6 26 57 10 7 ! 18 58 18 6 13 56 22 9 23 55 1} 



gi tour Qpportunitiii 
to Qiki iuggiitions 

iQd infiuinci dscl* * 

iioni in your unit? 18 55 . 21 6 20 50 25 5 15 48 26 11 14 50 25 11 16 44 27 13 

t • = • i 

hi tour chincig of bflag* 
changes 



frjwjttf 13 39 37 11 15 46 27 12 11 38 36 15 9 30 41 20 9 21 49 14 

: , .... : ■• ' ■ , • . ; » • • . •••■•••••,> 

. . ' :>.'• f ....... , . ,. . . .... 



1AUJJ 

o. or 1. mmtn job satisfaction §m 

pnin 2* AEUHC VS. NOHACASfflK HNHD I! CAKF^ 
(DATA HNES3ED AS MOT!) 



fcbwChinpato Chigago Clfcle .Mcil totgr _ M?enitHldi_ 

Agfie AgfM JiiiEfMJiiagtee toii_ Aifee Umm J&HVm Ayei Agret Meiiffl^ Dtiigrei km km ttsaffce flttajfi 



Csepafid to ether Jobs 
like al&e or is 
f kid , , , , 





fit flUGU ± W 


j 


10 


22 


11 


11 


83 


21 


5 


9 


64 


19 


8 


9 


62 


21 


i 


about the 


Honaydisie 


( 


H 


tt 




3 


53 


34 


8 


6 


67 


20 


7 


4 


64 


25 


7 




To til 


5 


S3 


tt 


1 


9 


60 


21 


6 


7 


65 


20 


8 


7 


63 


23 


7 


b* I m adviaei pr&- 


Aeadeale 


11 


SI 


26 


10 


i 


41 


30 


14 


16 


63 


■ 19 


2 


11 


54 


26 


9 


fisiiostlljf hi?!* 


Hsnacadeilc 


i 


23 


51 


24 


4 


39 


35 ■ 


22 


8 


41 


39 


12 


4 


32 


44 


20 


Total 


i 


35 


41 


18 


6 


43 


32 


1? 


11 


52 


30 


7 


6 


43 


35 


14 


c, I els Improve skills 


Academic 


l] 


&9 


3 


1 


14 


6? 


16 


3 


25 


■ 58 


16 


1 


21 


65 


12 


2 


hifl s 


KGnacadsnk 


i 


60 


14 


1 


13 


16 


H 


7 


13 


61 


21 


s 


n 


61 


21 


7 




Total 


tt 


U 


17 


S 


14 


67 


IS 


4 


IS 


59 


19 


3 


16 


63 


17 


4 


di I hiVi idiqyaU spper* 


Aeidiiie 


27 


51 


17 


i 


18 


47 


25 


10 


19 


48 


27 


6 


22 


68 


13 


1 


tiialtiy for study Of 


Kgoacadcttlc 


7 


U 


34 


ii 


5 


56 


31 


a 


9 


47 


36 


10 


1 


49 


33 


u 


resNrch la sy field, 


Total 


u 


49 


2) 


8 


14 


30 


27 


9 


14 


48 


30 


8 


15 


49 

f 


28 


8 


tt 1 m aceosplish sgit 


Aeidisie 


16 


57 


23 


* 


? 


50 


35 


8 


16 


53 


28 


3 


13 


53 
51 


29 


5 


of the thisgs I want 


Hooacadeilc 


j 


49 


38 


8 


2 


47 


36 


13 


6 


56 


32 


6 


5 


36 


S 


to befd 


Total 


10 


33 


31 


6 


5 


49 


36 


10 


n 


54 


30 


5 


9 


52 


32 


7 


f f Hit space and facilltits 


Acidimie 


23 


S3 


18 


6 


16 


55 


20 


3 


u 


53 


26 


8 


17 


54 


21 


8 


I ae?d to do a good Jab 


Nonacadesic 


12 


61 


22 


5 


11 


53 


30 


6 


7 


49 


31 


13 


10 


56 


28 


8 


afi available. 


Total 


17 


58 


2Q 


5 


14 


53 


23 


8 


9 


51 


29 


11 


13 


55 


24 


I 


gt The iypplki sod equipsgBt Acidssld 


23 


56 


IS 


5 


13 


62 


19 


6 


14 


62 


10 


4 


17 


60 


U 


5 


I need to do a god job 


taeadeik 


IS 


ij 


13 


4 


. 12 


59 


21. 


8 


14 


57 


21 


8 


16 


61 


17 


6 


are available,, 

/ 


Total 


20 


61 


is 


4 


13 


61 


ii 


7 


14 


60 


20 


6 


If ' 


61 


18 


5 


hi Thg supporting seMcei 


Aeidnie 


18 


65 


13 


< 


9 


60 


24 


7 


li 


56 


20 


8 


14 


ii 


U 


i 


1 need to do i good job' 


HoMeid^le 


11 


11 


9 


2 


a 


70 


i? 


5 


14 


60 


22 


4 


11 


70 


IS 


3 


art aTailabh* 


Total 


15 


72 


10 


3 


J 


6} 


ft 


1 


13 


58 


21 


6 


13 


15 


1) ■■ 


s 



XUU 6 

U f OF I, Bf LOffiES JOB SAniFACTIW STUDt 

pstioH if ACADMc mmm am wmmm 
{mk araisH) as mwm 













A&idak Btylflyie Croup 












Tenured FacultT 




f 


lefi-T^pid faculty 


Pfsfiiiioails 




Gradyitt Assistants 


— — 


kf if__ _ 


Mm Diiagrgg 


Strongly 
Piiigrti 


Strongly 
Aim 


Stiesfly Strong!; 


Strongly 

ton DiiJlfei Dilipie 


Stroag: 
Agfii 


Ly Strpogly 
A|rie Miapii Dingle 


I* Cc^ared to ofttr jebi 
ilki ski of to ay 
field f * , 4 


















Hy vorklead hsrt is 
about the %m* 


IS 


53 11 


1 


1 


ft ii 10 s 


16 31 ? 


? 


69 18 6 


bi I cia advance pro* 


20 


51 11 


5 


D 


ID 21 t i 


it 18 10 


5 


51 29 15 


c, I caa improve iy 

Still Ocffi 


43 


W 15 


1 


23 


&7 9 1 11 


15 H 5 


21 


61 U 0 


di I have adequate sppsr* 
ttmilj to study or 
itefgirrt in gj field 


22 


19 23 


6 


19 


30 26 j 10 


46 32 12 


» , 


W 10 3 


1 1 1 m aec^lM oast 

_ F kt. i-L J — T j. 

i of tflS IMflii I y§gt 


u 


55 26 


5 


12 


3 21 < 6 


51 36 7 


20 


ii ii 5 


f , Tfee fipges tsd faeilUits 
I mi to da a gs&d job 
iri available. , 


u 


50 : IS 


J 


16 


53 24 i U 


53 23 9 


23 


60 11 5 


|i The supplies and i^uipn@| 
I fl£id £0 do a good jot 
arc available. 


li 


5? 12 : 


J 


11 


61 : 23 4 15 


63 15 a 


24 


58 13 J 


i 

hi The supporting Einicy 
I seed to do a goad job 
in *Yaikbk« 


ii 


si a 


11 


12 


57 24 7 12 


65 18 5 


23 


64 11 I 



TMtn 

U, OF 1, DSPWYEES JOB SATISFACXtOK' fflor 
QUESTIOH 2i NQMCADBilS IMPL0VBE8 GROUPS WITOiffl.HlDI 



(DATA mwm W PEICEffi) 







Officials 




Henicidsaie 

Frafiiiiaml 
1 Teckical 


Offlco 
k Clerical 


Skilled, 

I Mild 






Iirvkt 
Wsrkiri 






SA 


A D 


SD 


iA A D SD IA 


A $ SB 


SA A D 


ID 


SA 


A n 




h Coiparid iq sEher jsbu like nine 
Of 1b ij field i * i i 






















a* Hj vorkkid here 1b about 
the Bin, 


3 


61 31 




4 68 23 S h 


50 31 y 


3 74 IS 


3 


| 

y 




$ 


L I eaa adva^ed prafiisisMlly 
htrei 




34 4? 


ij 


I U 3? 19 8 


10 33 24 


2 27 54 


17 


7 


23 43 


27 


Ct I can JjjprQvt iy bWU ta* 


§ 


70 11 


3 


12 ff 17 5 17 


3§ 19 9 


4 63 27 


i 


12 


41 29 


13 


d. 1 havi idiqyilg gppgf tuBil j 
to study or research la ay 
field feu* 




M 32 


6 


13 52 27 § 9 


47 27 17 


2 44 14 


10 


9 


44 35 


13 


e f I m mm$lkh bobc of the 
lU&p I viol Eo herii 


t 


« 13 


5 


5 44 SI 10 6 


51 30 13 


1 £2 31 




11 


« 34 


6 


f * Thi ipiei agd facilUiti I 
oeid to do a goed jet in 
Available* 


i 


47 30 


15 


10 51 30 9 IS 


58 11 5 


8 51 28 


j 


10 


70 17 


3 


g, fti supplies iad equlpiial 
1 uni to da a ggsd job i?e 
milifcle. 


u 


57 17 


3 


14 li 22 S 21 


hi 11 3 


17 62 17 


4 


u 


59 16 


11 


b* Thi iuppsriifij lirvJLcog I Bed 
CO da i good joS &ri ftv&UibU* 


10 


it IP 


5 


8 70 19 3 18 


n a 3 


13 74 11 


2 


11 


67 20 


2 



5a 
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TABLE 8 



U teifid to iiffifiaE 
jobi in sy mil sr 



U* OF h iHPLOYlEi JOB OATIiFACTIDH STUDY 

QuiSTiw h kmmiz % kohacadmc mloyees by zmn 

(DATA EXPSESSED AS PElCBftS) 



Scroagly itrengly SiroBgly Strongly Strongly strafr stmnly Strogf 

A F i Apti BlMpM_WM ff H..., ,4ge AgM Mare M mm._.AirM Agrai.Digigree Diio^i tog Amt Pimm mnm 



4, Ik ispottance of 




U 


51 


11 


i 


IS 


50 


27 


gy job is veil 




12 


58 


Ik 


a 


9 


6? 


18 


replied. 


Toul 


13 


5i 


23 


6 


13 


55 


24 


b. I pt full credit 


Academic 


16 


56 


24 


4 


15 


53 


25 


for the work I do. 


KoEacadeciiE 


12 


54 


30 


4 


13 


60 


21 






14 


55 


2? 


4 


14 


55 


u 


e. 1 ^ proud of th€ 


Agadstie 


irt 


56 


4 


0 


39 


57 


4 


vstk 1 do* 




21 




6 


0 


38 


57 


s 




Tsui 


33 


6? 


5 


0 


39 


57 




d, I lib iht srark 


Acideaic 


U 


56 


5 


0 


42 


52 


6 


1 do, 


Ksfiagldslie 


it 


65 


j 


0 


35 


56 








13 


60 


7 


8 


40 


54 


5 


t. I feel ispeftaat 


Acidslc 


IS 


52 


11 


3 


12 


52 


26 


befi. 


Nsnacade-sls 


13 




n 


7 


6 


57 


21 




Total 


15 


50 


30 


5 


10 


54 


28 


U I hil fielded hire* 




19 


55 


21 


s 


17 


51 


2^ 




Kor.acadeaic 


W 


ao 


19 


4 


a 


10 


14 
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